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ABSTRACT
SOCIAL STATUS INFLATION, NARCISSISM, AND AGGRESSION:
THE ROLE OF PEER VICTIMIZATION AS A POTENTIAL MODERATOR
by Laura Ashley Cook
August 2012
Much literature relates social status inflation and narcissism to aggression in
children, especially pertaining to peer relationships. The literature does not yet address
how these concepts may be impacted by peer victimization. Both children with higher
levels of social status inflation and narcissism have been found to be sensitive to ego
threats (Barry, Grafeman, Bader, & Davis, 2011). The current study tests the theory that
children with higher levels of social status inflation and children with higher levels of
narcissism tend to elicit negative feedback from their peers, which may take the form of
peer victimization. Additionally, an inflated sense of self may relate to an increase in
aggression concurrently and with time. For the current study, it was hypothesized that
peer victimization would moderate the relation between social status inflation and
aggression as well as the relation between narcissism and aggression . .Using archival
data,143 fifth graders were screened by teachers for initial moderate to high levels of
aggression. Data from two time points were used. Narcissism and social status inflation
were found to be strongly positively related to Time 1 proactive aggression, reactive
aggression, and peer fighting. Furthermore, narcissism was found to be a unique
predictor of an increase in all three aggression outcomes at Time 2. Peer victimization
was not found to relate to any of the three aggression outcomes. A combination of high
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social status inflation and low peer victimization led to the highest increases in peer
fighting at Time 2. These fmdings have important theoretical and clinical implications.

iii

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
I would like to thank my committee chair and major professor, Dr. Tammy D.
Barry, for all of her assistance.and patience with this project. Only with her guidance and
teaching was this project completed. Through Dr. Barry's supervision, I have begun to
grow as both a researcher and a clinician. I would also like to thanks Dr. John E.
Lochman for being so generous as to allow me to analyze his data for the current study.
Such a project would have been too large of an endeavor to take on alone, but with Dr.
Lochman and his team working tirelessly on entering and preparing the data for analysis,
it was made possible. I would also like to thank my other committee members, Dr.
Christopher T. Barry and Dr. Sara S. Jordan, for their constructive feedback and support
throughout this process. Finally, I would like to thank my friends and family for their
encouragement and support as I completed this project.

iv

TABLE OF CONTENTS
ABSTRACT ...................................................................................................................... ii
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS .................................................................................................. iv
LIST OF TABLES .............................................................................................................. vi
LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS ........................................................................................... viii
CHAPTER
I.

INTRODUCTION ....................................................................................... 1
Peer Rejection, Social Status Inflation, and Aggression
Narcissism and Aggression
Role of Peer Victimization
Rationale and Current Study
Hypotheses

II.

METHOD ................................................................................................... 16
Participants
Measures
Procedure

III.

RESULTS ......................................................................... :........................ 25
Analysis for Hypothesis 1
Analysis for Hypothesis 2
Analysis for Hypothesis 3

IV.

DISCUSSION............................................................................................ 39
Main Effect Findings (Hypothesis 1)
Peer Victimization as a Moderator (Hypotheses 2 and 3)
Theoretical and Clinical Implications
Limitations and Directions for Future Research
Conclusions

APPENDIXES ................................................................................................................... 49
REFERENCES .................................................................................................................. 66

v

LIST OF TABLES
Table
1.

Descriptive Statistics of Main Variables of Interest .................................................. 26

2.

Correlations Among Time 1 Predictors and Time 1 Outcome Variables of
Interest ........................................................................................................................ 28

3.

Correlations Among Time 1 Predictors and Time 2 Outcome Variables of
Interest ........................................................................................................................ 28

4.

Results of Zero-Order Correlations (Hypothesis 1)................................................... 29

5.

Results of Zero-Order Correlations Between Child Gender, Race, and SES and
Proactive Aggression, Reactive Aggression, and Peer Fighting at Time 1.. .............. 30

6.

Results of Moderatred Multiple Regression Analysis Examining Narcissism by
Social Status Inflation by Peer Victimization Predicting Time 1 Proactive
Aggression ................................................................................................................. 31

7.

Results of Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Examining Narcissism by
Social Status Inflation by Peer Victimization Predicting Time 1 Reactive
Aggression ................................................................................................................. 32

8.

Results for Moderated Multiple Regression Analyasis Examining Narcissism by
Social Status Inflation by Peer Victimization Predicting Time 1 Peer Fighting ....... 33

9.

Results of Zero-Order Correlations Between Child Gender Race, and SES and
Proactive Aggression, Reactive Aggression, and P~_er Fighting Time 2 .................. 34

10.

Results of Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Examining Narcissism by
Social Status Inflation by Peer Victimization Predicting Time 2 Proactive
Aggression ................................................................................................................ 35

11.

Results of Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Examining Narcissism by
Social Status Inflation by Peer Victimization Predicting Time 2 Reactive
Aggression ............................................................................................................... 36
vi

12.

Results of Results of moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Examining
Narcissism by Social Status Inflation by Peer Victimization Predicting
Time 2 of Peer Fighting ........................................................................................... 37

I

vii

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS
Figure
1.

Plot of Social Status Inflation x Peer Victimization Interaction Effect for
Time 2 Peer Fighting .................................................................................................. 38

viii

1

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Peer victimization, or bullying, is a serious social problem, especially in a day and
age in which cyber-bullying (e.g., harassment on popular social media sites such as
Facebook and Twitter) has become an option in addition to bullying in person (Cook,
Williams, Guerra, Kim, & Sadek, 2010). Being bullied alone may be unpleasant enough
to warrant intervention, but there are also significant negative outcomes that are
associated with bullying. Cook et al. (2010) conducted a meta-analysis which showed
that children who are bullied are more likely than children who are not bullied to develop
internalizing problems such as depression. Consistent with this fmding, suicide rates in
response to being bullied have increased in recent years. As an example, J aheem
'

Herrera, an eleven year-old boy, committed suicide after reportedly being repeatedly
bullied by classmates (Bowers, 2009). Cook et al. (20 10) also found that children who
are bullied may later become more aggressive and that these children are more likely than
other children to act out in violence against others. The shooter at Virginia Tech in 2007,
Seung-Hui Cho, was reportedly bullied by high school classmates for being shy and for
talking strangely (Johnson et al., 2007). In this shooting, Cho killed 32 people before
killing himself. Both of these are extreme examples demonstrating the negative
outcomes associated with bullying, but they highlight how large the problem has grown
and the dire need for something to be done to minimize bullying.
Between 15 and 20 percent of children aged 7 to 16 years are involved with
bullying and peer victimization at any point in time, whether the involvement be as a
victim, bully, or bully/victim (Kumpulainen, Rasanen, & Henttonen, 1999). For bullying
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to be most effectively addressed, it is important to understand how peer victimization
interacts with other individual differences to increase the likelihood of various outcomes.
The current study was designed to shed light on this issue by focusing on how bullies'
heightened sense of self may interact with the act of being victimized themselves, leading
to more aggressive outcomes.
Peer Rejection, Social Status Inflation, and Aggression
The outcomes from victimization are likely to partially rest on how the child who
is victimized interprets this offense. Furthermore, how the child views his/her social
status among peers likely has an effect on this interpretation. Coie, Dodge, and
Coppotelli (1982) have investigated social status in the terms it is most commonly
studied today. In their study, children in the third, fifth, and eighth grades rated other
children in their class regarding who they liked most and who they liked least. These
ratings resulted in children receiving social preference scores (i.e., the discrepancy
between how much they are liked and how much they are not liked) and social impact
scores (i.e., the convergence of how much they are liked and how much they are not
liked). The researchers also used the data to identify children as popular, controversial,
rejected, and neglected. Through this study, it was shown that it is important to include
negative and positive sociometric questions to obtain a more complete picture of
children's status among peers (Coie et al., 1982). That is, it is critical to have information
about peers' positive and negative perceptions of a child-or lack thereof-to determine
specific social statuses of children based on combinations of such perceptions.
Social status inflation-a discrepancy between actual social status and perceived
(in this case exaggerated) social status-has been widely studied in the literature on
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children and adolescents with Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD). In
most of this literature, the concept is referred to as Positive lllusory Bias (Pffi). Whereas
ADHD and aggression are not the same, children and adolescents with ADHD often
exhibit comorbid aggression and, thus, the literature on Pffi informs the literature relating
to aggression. Children and adolescents with ADHD or aggression problems tend to
overly inflate their status and competence relative to others' ratings or to some other
objective standard (Barry et al., 2011). Children with ADHD often struggle more than
their peers without ADHD in academics, social relations, and levels of expressed
aggression (Owens, Goldfme, Evangelista, Hoza, & Kaiser, 2007). Even though children
with ADHD seem to be more impaired than their peers, they typically either
underestimate this difference and/or overestimate their own competence (Owens et al.,
2007). The question frequently researched is whether this misperception is beneficial or
harmful to the child. On the one hand, a misperception about functioning could help a
child maintain higher self-esteem. On the other hand, a Pm may leave the child at
heightened risk for future failures because he/she is not appropriately aware of or
attending to failures as they happen; therefore, they do not make appropriate adjustments
to account for those failures (Owens et al., 2007). Regardless, one of the most important
factors when considering Pm is to obtain ratings from multiple sources, as this makes it
more evident when a child rates him/herself in an overly optimistic way (Barry et al.,
2011).
David and Kistner (2000) researched whether such a bias is linked to aggression
and found that, when peers rated each other on aggression scales, overly positive selfperceptions by children (i.e., relative to other perceptions; referred to here as perceptual
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bias) are in fact linked with higher rates of aggression. These researchers found that even
moderate amounts of bias were related to higher ratings of aggression. When considering
gender and ethnicity, the researchers found that boys were rated as exhibiting more
aggression than girls and that African-American children were more likely to exhibit
perceptual bias and be rated as more aggressive than Caucasian children (David &
Kistner, 2000).
Pardini, Barry, Barth, Lochman, and Wells (2006) administered sociometries and
the Perceived Competence Scale for Children (PCSC) to investigate both peer-rated
social status and self-perceived social competence in children who were pre-selected for
existing aggressive behaviors. Parent and teacher ratings of behavior were also collected.
These researchers found that aggressive children who had the poorest peer status (i.e.,
more liked least than liked most votes) tended to have higher levels of antisocial behavior
and problems in school. They also found that children who inaccurately underestimated
their social status were at increased risk for internalizing problems. Finally, children with
low peer ratings who perceived themselves to be ranked higher socially than they actually
were exhibited more fighting based on peer-report, whereas only minimal support for
increased parent-rated or teacher-rated aggression was found (Pardini et al., 2006).
Patterson, Kupersmidt, and Griesler (1990) also found that children who fall
under the sociometric status label of "rejected" are likely to overestimate their social
competence (p. 1335). In fact, these researchers found that no other group of children
that they tested was so inaccurate in their self-ratings when compared to ratings by peers.
Hughes, Cavell, and Grossman (1997) further investigated aggressive children' s selfcompetence ratings and the role that any inflation in those ratings may fulfill (i.e., did
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higher inflation among aggressive children promote better outcomes or was it simply
defensive posturing that was still associated with negative outcomes?). These researchers
found that children with higher ratings of aggression were rated by teachers as being less
socially competent than non-aggressive students. Also, peers were more likely to rate
children with higher levels of aggression as rejected on class sociometries. Interestingly,
on self-report measures, aggressive children reported increased conflict with their
teachers, whereas they did not report any increased conflict with their parents or peers.
One explanation the researchers offered to explain any discrepancies is that, because
aggressive children are rated more negatively overall by others, there is greater
opportunity for their self-ratings to be inflated relative to others' ratings. Overall, in their
study, the researchers found that children's inflated self-perceptions are more likely to
put them at increased risk for problems, such as being rejected by peers, rather than
serving a protective factor. By feeling overly good about oneself, a child with an inflated
self-perception is not as likely as other children with developmentally-appropriate selfperceptions to perceive negative social cues from their peers. This and/or a lack of ageappropriate social skills likely leads their peers to more readily reject them. Furthermore,
such rejection is counter to the child's inflated self-perceptions, likely leaving the child at
a heightened risk (compared to other children without the negative feedback) for
retaliating.
Another important reason to investigate children's peer status and aggression
problems is to consider how it may impact development of more severe problems in
adolescence and adulthood. Kupersmidt and Coie (1990) did just that. They found clear
evidence that rejected-aggressive children are at heightened risk for developing future,
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more severe disorders. Peer rejection was considered to be related to later negative
outcomes, because rejected children often have less social support and more stress which
interrupts existing coping methods (Kupersmidt & Coie, 1990). The researchers also
considered aggression and peer rejection as separate constructs. Although peer rejection
was indeed related to the future development of disorders in adolescence, aggression was
even more strongly linked, particularly to antisocial behavior, thus underscoring the
importance of considering both.
These studies provide strong support that social status, in general, and social
status inflation, in particular, are closely linked to peer rejection and aggression.
Specifically, several of these studies indicate that children who rate themselves in a more
positive light than they are rated by their peers are more likely to be rejected by their
peers, which may include victimization (e.g., David & Kistner, 2000; Pardini et. al.,
2006; Patterson et al., 1990). The current study examined the complex relation of social
status inflation and peer victimization with aggression by testing the hypothesis that
children who inflate their social status are more likely to be aggressive and to become
more aggressive over time, particularly when they also experience peer victimization.
Narcissism and Aggression
Intrigued by the idea that some acts of aggression may be caused by an ego threat,
Baumeister, Smart, and Boden (1996) investigated the literature to find whether high selfesteem is related to acts of violence. These researchers defined positive self-esteem as
holding an overall positive global evaluation of oneself. They indicated that although
much pressure and importance are placed on having high self-esteem, this mental state is
often accompanied by negative mentalities such as pride, narcissism, and egotism. As
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described above, people who think highly of themselves are often sensitive to criticism.
Baumeister and colleagues (1996) considered whether high self-esteem and an ego threat
are two of the main causes of aggression and violence. The majority of studies reviewed
by the researchers showed that aggressors tend to believe themselves to be superior to
others rather than feeling insecure and having low self-esteem. The researchers caution
that this finding does not in any way indicate that all people with high self-esteem will
display severe aggression but draws attention to the possibility that a heightened sense of
self may be linked to aggression (Baumeister et al., 1996).
Baumeister et al. (1996) also investigated the concept of violence as a form of
self-affirmation through a "symbolic dominance" (i.e., when a violent act does not
directly address the insult that initially instigated the violence; for example, if a person
whose intelligence is insulted acts out with physical violence against the insulting person,
p. 11). This idea is interesting, because by acting out physically, a person is not proving
his/her intelligence to be any higher, as he/she would if he/she instead chose to enter an
intellectual challenge. That is, it is believed that when an aggressor' s superiority is called
into question, he/she may react and attempt to prove superiority through another sphere
(e.g., through physical violence; Steele, 1988; as cited in Baumeister et al., 1996).
Similarly, the researchers investigated the concept of displacement of violence (i.e., when
the retaliation for something is directed at a third person who was not involved in the
original affront). These researchers found that many aggressors simply find such an
action to be a way of convincing themselves and others of their superiority, especially if
the ego threat came from a person against whom the aggressor may not be able to act
(Baumeister et al. , 1996). However, individuals with higher levels of narcissism may be
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more prone to aggress against the original source of the insult (Bushman & Baumeister,
1998). Therefore, it is important to consider the construct of narcissism when considering
how aggression may manifest itself among individuals who may have been victimized.
Barry et al. (2011) discussed whether a tendency to inflate one's standing could
be closely related to narcissism. Individuals high in narcissism believe themselves to be
special, expect to have their desires and needs met, and often do not care about the needs
of others. They often present themselves as being confident and simultaneously depend
on affirmation of their importance from others. These contradicting needs are often
difficult to maintain (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001). When individuals high in narcissism are
insulted in some way or their beliefs about themselves being superior to others are called
into question, the event could be considered an ego threat and aggression could result.
Similar to how a certain level of self-esteem is beneficial, it is important to
consider that a certain level of narcissism may also be beneficial (e.g., Barry et al.,
2007b ). Problems do riot tend to arise until these levels escalate above what is considered
typical (i.e., overly grand self-perceptions), at which time a whole host of issues may
develop. One common such issue in individuals with higher levels of narcissismparticularly psychopathy-linked narcissism- is heightened levels of aggression. This
aggression may be proactive and be the manner in which an individual with narcissistic
tendencies works to achieve a goal, or it may be reactive and accompanied by anger in
\

response to an ego threat (Barry et al., 2011). Children with higher levels of narcissism
also display other types of externalizing behaviors, including conduct problems (Barry,
Frick, & Killian, 2003).
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Barry et al. (2007b) took this concept a step further and tested how well
narcissism predicted proactive and reactive aggression above and beyond other
psychopathy-linked characteristics. The participants were preselected for moderate to
high levels of aggression. These researchers found that narcissism is indeed linked to
aggression and further linked to conduct problems. More specifically, the more
narcissistic children were, the more likely they were to exhibit increased rates of both
proactive and reactive aggression. Also, the more narcissistic children were, the more
likely they were to exhibit higher levels of conduct problems (when compared to less
narcissistic children). In fact, narcissism was the only psychopathy-linked characteristic
that uniquely predicted all three of these negative outcomes. Important to note is that
these researchers also found that narcissism and self-esteem were not related in their
sample. This is noteworthy because treatment for aggression, at least for some children,
may need to shift its focus from boosting self-esteem to teaching more appropriate ways
to react to ego threats (Barry et al., 2007b).
Narcissism may also relate specifically to bullying. Ang, Ong, Lim, and Lim
(2010) researched narcissism in a sample of Asian children in response to increases in
bullying behavior in schools. These researchers considered bullying to be a possible
indicator of narcissism because the act of bullying involves exploiting the victim and not
caring about the victim's well-being. They classified the bullying behavior as being a
form of proactive aggression because it often is not in response to any ego threat, but
rather is meant to achieve some goal (e.g., the aggressor bullies to show oth~rs how
powerful he/she is). Also, the researchers proposed that children with higher levels of
narcissism may view bullying and other forms of aggression as acceptable acts and
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referred to this concept as "approval-of-aggression" (Ang et al., 2010, p. 723). The
researchers found that the exploitative nature that accompanies narcissism was positively
correlated with an increase in bullying behavior. Furthermore, this relation was found to
be mediated by the bully's "approval-of-aggression" beliefs (i.e., the child's exploitative
behaviors influence their "approval-of-aggression" beliefs, which further influence the
child' s level of bullying behavior; Ang et al., 2010, p.723).
These studies uphold the idea that narcissism is closely linked to victimization
and aggression. Specifically, several of these studies connected the idea of an ego threat
serving as a main factor in understanding the relation between narcissism and aggression.
The current study set out to test the hypothesis that an inflated view of oneself is
positively correlated with proactive aggression, reactive aggression, and peer fighting.
Furthermore, the current study examined the idea that the relation between such inflated
views and aggressive outcomes would be intensified when levels of peer victimization
were higher. Thus, the role of peer victimization is underscored as a possible important
factor in this complex relation.
Role of Peer Victimization
Peer victimization is a major problem for children, frequently occurring in
ongoing settings such as at school. Camodeca, Goossens, Terwogt, and Schuengel
(2002) investigated bullying, aiming to classify the different roles associated with
bullying (i.e., bullies, victims, and bully/victims) in four schools in the Netherlands.
They were also interested in establishing the relation between proactive and reactive
aggression. Using a longitudinal research design, the researchers found that bullies were
more proactively and reactively aggressive, whereas victims were only more reactively
aggressive, than would be expected by chance. Bully/victims (i.e., children who both
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victimize others and are victimized by peers) were found to be high in both reactive and
proactive aggression. Thus, it was suggested that these children may become reactively
aggressive when they are attacked (victimized) by others, and then later show proactive
aggression by proceeding to victimize other children.
Camodeca et al. (2002) further found that reactive and proactive aggression are
highly correlated, possibly because children often first exhibit reactive aggression and
then get to a point where they also exhibit proactive aggression. The researchers
suggested that it may be possible that, because being victimized is unpleasant, children
who are victimized may become more proactively aggressive (e.g., by bullying others) in
an attempt to stop themselves from being further victimized. While seemingly
counterintuitive, this suggestion makes sense in that a child may believe that by bullying
others, bullies may see him/her as less of a target and more of an equal and choose to
move on to other children. This information could have an impact on future bullying
intervention projects, because addressing and treating proactive aggression more broadly
may be more effective than directly addressing bullying specifically.
By conducting a meta-analysis, Cook et al. (2010) further investigated negative
outcomes for the three bully groups mentioned previously (bully, victim, bully/victim).
They found bullies are more likely to commit a crime and meet criteria for a psychiatric
disorder than their peers, victims are more likely to drop out of school and suffer from
serious psychological problems such as depression and suicidal ideation, and
bully/victims are more likely to end up in jail or act out in violence against others.
Externalizing behaviors and negative attitudes about others were most commonly related
to children who were bullies. Internalizing problems, being rejected by peers, and a lack
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of adequate social skills were most commonly related to victimization. Internalizing and
externalizing problems, low social competence, and being rejected by peers were found
to be most common in children who were bully/victims (Cook et al. , 2010). This latter
group-the bully/victims-is of particular interest for the current study, which examined
how self-perceptions interact with being bullied or victimized by peers among children
already predisposed to act aggressively. Will such a combination of having overly
heightened self-perceptions but also peer rejection lead to even more levels of aggressive
behavior among these children (i.e., will the bully/victim increasingly bully other
children)?
Salmivalli and Nieminen (2002) were also interested in how proactive and
reactive aggression are involved with victimization and bullying. Children in elementary
school classes responded to questions such as, "Who in your class is being bullied?"
(Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002, p. 35), and their responses were converted to a
victimization score. These children were also asked to report how the involved children
acted in bullying situations and to respond to questions regarding proactive and reactive
aggression. Bully/victims were again found to be the most aggressive group out of all of
the children, strong in both proactive and reactive aggression. The children identified as
bullies were the second highest in aggression but were found to be high in different
combinations of aggression. Some bullies were found to be high in reactive aggression
only, some high in proactive aggression only, and others high in both proactive and
reactive aggression. The researchers were surprised to find that victims were rated as
being higher in reactive aggression than control children, as they had hypothesized that
victimized children would be nonaggressive. One possible explanation as to why
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children with higher levels of reactive aggression may be victimized more frequently
could be that bullies find the ease of provocation of these children (e.g., reacting with a
weak retaliation after being bullied) to be more reinforcing than a child who is less
aggressive (Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002).
Pellegrini, Bartini, and Brooks (1999) reported that many children who are
victimized by their peers and who victimize their peers are higher in emotionality and
more aggressive when interacting with their peers. These children quickly lose their
temper when provoked by their peers. Like Salmivalli and Neiminen' s findings, it was
discovered that bullies were higher in both proactive and reactive aggression, whereas
victims were higher in reactive aggression alone. Both bullies and aggressive victims
were found to be highly emotional overall and to be more rejected by their peers.
Interestingly, these researchers found that, within a group of victims, the use of proactive
aggression as a tool to get things done is not well accepted, but the use of reactive
aggression as a tool to retaliate or stand up for oneself when being bullied is well
accepted. Also, having friends did not necessarily serve a protective role against being
bullied, such as when a victimized child's friends were also victims (Pellegrini et al.,
1999).
Each of these studies provides more evidence suggesting that peer victimization,
bullying, and proactive and reactive aggression are all related. The majority of the
studies conceptualize children among three categories: bully, victim, or bully/victim.
Bullies tend to be more proactively aggressive, whereas victims tend to be more
reactively aggressive. Bully/victims tend to be the most severe, with higher rates of both
proactive and reactive aggression. The current study aimed to take this one step further
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and test the hypothesis that children exhibiting social status inflation and/or higher levels
of narcissism, when victimized by their peers, would show elevated levels of aggression.
Theoretically, due to a heightened sense of self, such children would view the
victimization as an ego threat and respond with reactive aggression. In the context of the
above studies, a combination of a heightened sense of self and being victimized may also
lead to proactive aggression. For example, as children become bully/victims with time,
they may act out aggressively against others, not only as retaliation for being victimized
but also to achieve social goals (i.e., proactive aggression), with an increased sense of
power over other children, as suggested by the work of Camodeca et al. (2002).
Rationale and Current Study
One of the goals of the current project was to examine the relation of overly
positive self-views (i.e., social status inflation), narcissism (with a focus on psychopathylinked narcissism), and peer victimization (e.g., being bullied) with aggression outcomes.
Psychopathy-linked narcissism is a focus because it consists of more of the maladaptive
features of narcissism (e.g., entitlement, exploitativeness; Golmaryami & Barry, 2010),
which have been more strongly related to aggression as well as more severe delinquent
outcomes (Barry, Frick, Adler, & Grafeman, 2007b) than have more adaptive features of
narcissism (e.g., authority, self-sufficiency; Golmaryami & Barry, 2010). A second goal
of the current project w~s to demonstrate whether an inflated sense of self is particularly
related to aggression in the face of peer victimization (which may be perceived as an ego
threat). Both of these goals will be examined by assessing relations with aggression
concurrently and by determining relations with changes in aggression over time. The
children in the sample were preselected as a moderately to highly aggressive group. As
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discussed above, the literature suggests that aggressive children are more frequently
victimized than non-aggressive children, and it could be that, within such a group of
children, the combination of victimization and a predisposition for aggression may lead
to even more aggressive behavior.
Hypotheses
First, it was hypothesized that social status inflation, narcissism, and peer
victimization would be positively correlated with concurrent proactive aggression,
reactive aggression, and peer fighting, as well as later proactive aggression, reactive
aggression, and peer fighting. Second, it was hypothesized that peer victimization would
moderate the relation between social status inflation (or narcissism) and concurrent
proactive aggression, reactive aggression, and peer fighting. Third, it was hypothesized
that peer victimization would moderate the relation between social status inflation (or
narcissism) and a change in Time 2 proactive aggression, reactive aggression, and peer
fighting (i.e., an increase at Time 2 controlling for the same outcome at Time 1).
Specifically, for each of the interactions, it was expected that the relation between social
status inflation (or narcissism) and proactive aggression, reactive aggression, and peer
fighting would be intensified when levels of peer victimization were higher. Whereas
reactive aggression and proactive aggression are strongly correlated, they are unique
constructs. Therefore, in the current study, they are considered separately because it is
important to consider the effects that social status inflation (or narcissism) has on each
independent!y.
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CHAPTER II
METHOD
Participants
Data for the current study were collected as part of an archival data set from a
larger intervention project and included two cohorts of children (Lochman & Wells,
2002, 2004). Data from Time 1 and Time 2 of the project were used. Cross-sectional
analyses included the full sample from both cohorts (which were the second and third
cohort for the larger study; data from the first cohort were not included because
victimization and peer fighting were not rated in the sociometric exercise). The
participants were 143 fifth graders (at Time 1) who were screened by teachers during
fourth grade for initial moderate to high levels of aggression (described in the Procedures
section below). The parent of one participant (0.7%) did not complete the demographic
form, and thus no demographic information is available for the child; therefore,
demographic information is based on 142 participants at Time 1. Of those, 36
participants were Caucasian (25.4%) and 106 were African American (74.6%); 55
participants were female (38.7%) and 87 were male (61.3%). Demographic information
was dichotomously coded, with male= 0 and female= 1 for child gender and Caucasian
= 0 and African American = 1 for race. Information regarding socioeconomic status
(SES) was gathered for 131 of the 143 participants. Specifically, data were gathered on
each caregiver's education, occupation, gender, and marital status to form the
Hollingshead Four Factor Index of Social Status (1975), where a higher score represents

a higher socioeconomic status (SES). For the current sample, scores ranged from 8 to 66
with a mean Hollingshead Index of 30.83 (SD = 12.76), which represents a social stratum
of skilled craftsman, clerical workers, and sales workers (Hollingshead, 1975). For
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longitudinal analyses involving Time 2 data, only children from the control group were
included to avoid confounds due to intervention effects. There was also some attrition
and/or missing data at Time 2. Therefore, the sample size decreased from 143
participants to 56 participants at Time 2. The data were analyzed to determine if there
were any differences between the participants who dropped out of the study and those
who continued at Time 2. This analysis revealed that more males dropped out at Time 2
(i.e., 69% males at Time 1 and only 50% males at Time 2) and changed the overall
distribution of the sample. However, this is not believed to be caused by group
assignment (which was random) but rather by attrition.
Measures
Sociometric Ratings
Children completed sociometric ratings with all classmates who obtained parental
consent (with a minimum of 40% of classmates participating for data to be included, as
recommended by Terry & Coie, 1991). The children used an unlimited nomination
procedure, meaning that they could nominate as many classmates as they wanted. For the
liked most and liked least items, they could not vote for themselves. For the remaining
items, includingfights and victim, the children could vote for themselves. Using a sheet
listing all of the participating children's names, the children were asked to fill in a bubble
next to the children's names that they like the most and those children that they like the
least. They were also asked to fill in a bubble next to each child who they think fights
(i.e., children who start fights, pick on or tease other kids) and who are victims (i.e.,
children who get picked on or teased by other kids, who get hit, pushed, or called names),
among other categories of nominations. Use of an unlimited nomination approach was
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found to be a more valid and reliable procedure to determine sociometric status when
compared to a limited approach (Terry & Coie, 1991). The unlimited nomination
approach is a more sensitive approach; however, the results were standardized within the
classroom to control for variations in classroom size. The two-dimensional system (liked
most and liked least) also showed good discriminant validity on behavioral indicators and
good reliability (i.e., temporal stability, with moderate cross-year correlations; Terry &
Coie, 1991).
The data for each target child indicates whether the child was nominated for a
category (i.e., liked most, liked least, etc.), how many people voted for the child, and how
many total children were on the roster from which to choose. Each child's nominations
were summed, and the total was standardized within each classroom to allow
comparisons between different classrooms possible. A social status score was calculated
by subtracting the standardized liked least score from the standardized liked most score
on the peer sociometries. Thus, positive scores represented a higher acceptance rate
among peers. For the current study, this social status score contributed to the calculation
of the social status inflation score (as described below), which was used as a predictor.
The victim score from the sociometric ratings was used as the hypothesized moderator,
whereas the fights score was used as an outcome variable.
Perceived Competence Scale for Children (PCSC; Harter, 1982)

For each item, children read two opposing statements and selected which
statement applied more to them [e.g., "(Some kids) have a lot of friends BUT (Other
kids) do not have a lot of friends;" Harter, 1982, p. 91]. Children indicated whether this
statement was sort of true (for me) or really true (for me). Each of 36 items is scored on
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.

a scale from ]-really true on the negative statement to 4-really true on the positive
statement and then averaged to form six scales (i.e., domains of competence) ranging
from 1 to 4: academic, peer, athletic, physical, behavioral, and general. For the current
study, the peer competence scale was of interest and contributed to the calculation of the
social status inflation score (as described below), which was used as a predictor.
In previous psychometric research, the PCSC demonstrated adequate to good
reliability as evidenced by internal consistency (coefficient alphas ranging from .73 to
.86) and test-retest reliability (rs ranging from .69 to .87; Harter, 1982). It also
demonstrated moderate construct validity, discriminative validity, and convergent
validity. For example, the peer domain correlated .59 with peer sociometric standing.
Low to moderate internal consistency was found in the current sample at Time 1, with an
alpha coefficient of .58. However, deleting any one item did not improve the overall
consistency, so the original scale was retained.
Antisocial Process Screening Device (APSD; Frick & Hare, 2001)

Parents and teachers rated children on 20 items regarding behaviors and
characteristics that are associated with adults with psychopathy but have been extended
down to relate to children (Frick, O'Brien, Wootton, & McBurnett, 1994). The measure
has a three-factor structure, including callous-unemotional traits, impulsivity/conduct
problems, and narcissistic traits (Frick, Bodin, & Barry, 2000). Items (e.g. , Brags
excessively about his/her abilities, accomplishments, or possessions) were scored from 0not at all true to 2-definitely true. The APSD scale has been shown to be reliable and was

reviewed by the original author of the PCL-R scale (of which the APSD is a childhood
extension) to confirm content validity (Frick et al., 2000).
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Of interest in the current study was the narcissism scale, which was used as a
predictor. Parent and teacher ratings ,were combined to form a narcissism composite that
was used for purposes of analysis. This composite was formed by reviewing the
teacher's rating and the parent's rating for each item and using the higher of the two
ratings at the item level. This procedure is frequently used when studying child behavior
as rated by two different informants (Frick et al., 2000; Piacentini, Cohen, & Cohen,
1992). When using a composite of teacher and parent ratings, previous studies (e.g., Frick
et al., 2000; Barry et al., 2007b) have found teacher and parent ratings to be significantly
but moderately correlated (e.g., r

=.43;

Frick et al., 2000). In contrast, a zero-order

correlation analysis for the current sample indicated that teacher and parent ratings for
narcissism were not significantly correlated, r = .11, p = .19. Nevertheless, given the
planned composite creation method (i.e., not averaging the scales but rather using the
highest rating at the item level to represent the most frequent occurrence of the behavior
in either the home or school setting), the parent and teacher narcissism composite would
still be meaningful and was still used. Adequate internal consistency was found in the
current sample for parent report at Time 1, with an alpha coefficient of .75. Additionally,
good internal consistency was found in the current sample for teacher report at Time 1,
with an alpha coefficient of .83.

Parent-rating scale for Reactive and Proactive Aggression (PRPA; Kempes, Matthys,
Maassen, van Goozen, & van Engeland, 2006) and Teacher-rating scale for Reactive and

Proactive Aggression (TRPA)
In the original data collection, parents and teachers rated children on 22 items
which regarded the children's proactive and reactive aggression. This 22-item measure in
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development came from the Netherlands, where it was called Vragenlijst on
Jnstrumentele en Reactieve Aggressie (Questionnaire on Proactive and Reactive
Aggression; VJRA-R; Hendrickx, Crombez, Roeyers, & Orobio de Castro, 2003).
Previous work (e.g., Barry et al., 2007b) using the VIRA-R with a sample that overlapped
with the one that was used for the current study indicates excellent internal consistency
for both parent and teacher report of both proactive and reactive aggression (coefficient
alphas ranging from .87 to .97).
Recently, extensive psychometric work has been completed on the parent version
of the VIRA-R, resulting in the Parent-rating scale for Reactive and Proactive
Aggression (PRPA; Kempes et al., 2006). Through data reduction techniques, a twofactor structure model (reactive aggression and proactive aggression) emerged; however,
only 11 of the original 22 items were retained. Items were deleted because they either
theoretically measured cognitions instead of behaviors or because the factor loadings did
not clearly align with one factor over the other. The two-factor model was identified in
one sample and also applied well to a second sample, demonstrating that the structure of
the construc~s and the items measuring them were not sample-specific (Kempes et al.,
2006). Indeed, a single factor structure did not fit either sample well. These authors found
that proactive and reactive aggression correlated moderately (r =.61). Furthermore,
validity was demonstrated by relations with other variables within a group of children
exhibiting conduct disorders (Kempes et al., 2006). Specifically, a low proactive/high
reactive group had the highest levels of hostile attributions. Likewise, reactive aggression
correlated significantly with ADHD symptoms. The psychometric work of Kempes and
colleagues (2006) also indicated that the two-factor structure held across younger and
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older children and across boys and girls; thus, there was no significant gender or age
effects on the factor structure of the measure.
Given the psychometric support for the PRPA, the 11 items loading ~n the two
factors identified by Kempes and colleagues (2006) were used in the current study to
measure proactive aggression and reactive aggression as outcome measures. The 11 items
were rated on a scale from ]-never true to 5-always true and were summed to form the
proactive aggression and reactive aggression scales. Specifically, five items (e.g., My

child threatens or pesters others in order to get his/her own way) were summed to form
the proactive aggression scale, and six items (e.g., If my child is challenged or pestered,

he/she reacts immediately and impulsively) were summed to form the reactive aggression
scale. Although extensive psychometric data are not yet available on teacher data, the
same 11 items were used to form the two scales on the TRPA. In the current sample,
zero-order correlation analyses indicated that parent and teacher report for proactive
aggression were not significantly correlated, r = -.02, p = .82, whereas parent and teacher
report for reactive aggression were significantly correlated, r = .24, p = .004. Again,
given the planned composite creation method of using the highest rating at the item level
(Piacentini et al., 1992), a parent and teacher proactive aggression composite as well as a
parent and teacher reactive composite were used.

In the current sample, good to excellent internal consistency was found for both
· parent and teacher report of proactive and reactive aggression. Specifically, good internal
consistency was found in the current sample for parent report of proactive aggression at
Times 1 and 2 (a. = .74 and a.= .90, respectively). Very good internal consistency was
also found in the current sample for parent report of reactive aggression at Times 1 and 2
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(a = .86 and a= .92, respectively). Excellent internal consistency was found in the

current sample for teacher report of proactive aggression at Times 1 and 2 (both with a =
.91). Finally, excellent internal consistency was found in the current sample for teacher
report of reactive aggression at Times 1 and 2 (a

=.96 and a= .95, respectively).

Demographic Questionnaire
A demographic questionnaire was used to obtain socioeconomic and demographic
information about the family. Basic demographic data such as race and gender were
collected. Parents also reported on the variables used to calculate the Hollingshead Four
Factor Index of Social Status (Hollingshead, 1975) to assess SES.
Procedure
As a screening tool, fourth-grade teachers completed the Teacher Report of
Proactive and Reactive Aggression (Dodge & Coie, 1987) on all children in their
classroom. This measure consists of six items, three tapping proactive aggression and
three tapping reactive aggression, which are rated on a 5-point scale from 1-Never True
to 5-Always True. Scores across the six items were summed, resulting in a total
aggression score ranging from 6 to 30. Children in the highest 30% of aggression ratings
were eligible for inclusion in the larger study.
After teachers completed aggression screeners and the potential participant pool
was selected, parents of eligible children were contacted during the summer before fifth
grade to invite them to participate in the study; parents were invited until the total desired
sample size was reached. Following parental consent and child assent, parents and
children were administered measures in an interview format. They were interviewed in
their personal home, at the child's school, or at the researcher's office, depending on
what was most convenient for the participants. The measures were administered by the
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researcher reading aloud the items while the participant followed along on a copy of the
measure. Many measures were administered, as this was part of a larger intervention
project. For the current study, parents were administered the APSD and the PRPA, and
children were administered the PCSC at Time 1. Following the completion of the parent
and child measures at Time 1, teachers were contacted to complete the APSD and TRPA
as part of a teacher packet sent to the school. Consent forms regarding the sociometric
exercise were sent home with all classmates in each target child's classroom. Classes
with a 40% or higher return rate on consents were administered the sociometric exercise.
At Time 2, following parental consent, parents completed the PRPA and teachers
completed the TRPA. Classmates again brought home consent forms and those classes
with a 40% or higher consent rate were administered the sociometric exercise.
Data were collected for two separate cohorts (n = 80 in both cohorts, with half in
the intervention group and half in the control group). For the current study, initial
screening was conducted by the teacher at the end of the fourth grade year. Data for the
variables of interest were collected at two subsequent time points. Time 1 data were
collected during the summer before, or fall of, the child's fifth-grade year. Time 2 data
were collected during the summer before, or the fall of, the child's sixth-grade year. As
part of the larger intervention project, parents, teachers, and children each earned a
monetary incentive for their participation.
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS
First, a social status inflation score was calculated by subtracting the social status
score from the self-rated peer competence scale (both scores were standardized before
computing this difference). Thus, positive scores represented social status inflation.
Descriptive statistics for all variables (Time 1 and Time 2), including those used to create
variables of interest, can be found in Table 1. Intercorrelations among variables of
interest are displayed in Table 2 (for Time 1 outcomes) and Table 3 (for Time 2
outcomes).
Analysis for Hypothesis 1
To test Hypothesis 1, zero-order correlations were examined between the
predictor variables (i.e., social status inflation, narcissism, and peer victimization) and
criterion variables (i.e., concurrent proactive aggression, reactive aggression, and peer
fighting, as well as later proactive aggression, reactive aggression, and peer fighting;
Table 4). Social status inflation was significantly positively correlated with all three Time
1 outcomes and with peer fighting at Time 2. However, the positive correlations between
social status inflation and both proactive aggression and reactive aggression at Time 2
were marginal. Narcissism was significantly positively correlated with all three outcome
variables at both Time 1 and Time 2. Peer victimization was not significantly correlated
with any of the outcome variables at either time point.

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics of Main Variables of Interest

Variable of Interest

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Standard
Deviation

Skewness

Kurtosis

1.43

3.57

2.78

.53

-.37

-.85

Liked Most Time 1

-2.67

1.77

-.44

.97

-.04

-.42

Liked Least Time 1

-1.49

3.29

.43

1.00

.20

-.38

Social Status Inflation Time 1

-3.24

2.97

.00

1.24

-.21

-.01

Narcissism Parent Average Time 1

.00

1.57

.71

.40

.19

-.81

Narcissism Teacher Average Time 1

.00

2.00

.69

.48

.66

-.14

Narcissism Composite Time 1

.00

2.00

1.03

.42

-.003

-.25

Victim Time 1

-1 .73

3.40

.13

1.02

1.11

1.13

Proactive Aggression - Parent Time 1

1.00

3.80

1.66

.60

.95

.54

Proactive Aggression - Teacher Time 1

1.00

5.00

2.25

1.10

.71

-.38

Proactive Aggression Composite Time 1

1.00

5.00

2.57

.96

.51

-.24

Reactive Aggression - Parent Time 1

1.00

4.83

2.43

.86

.33

-.11

Reactive Aggression - Teacher Time 1

1.00

5.00

2.66

1.26

.34

-1.13

Reactive Aggression Composite Time 1

1.00

5.00

3.19

1.03

.05

-.80

Peer Competence Time 1

N

0"1

Table 1 (continued).
Variable of Interest

~

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Standard
Deviation

Skewness

Kurtosis

Peer Fighting Time 1

-1.29

3.71

.77

1.20

.35

-.86

Proactive Aggression - Parent Time 2

1.00

5.00

1.75

.86

1.49

2.67

Proactive Aggression- Teacher Time 2

1.00

5.00

2.41

1.21

.67

-.60

Proactive Aggression Composite Time 2

1.00

5.00

2.63

1.19

.46

-.74

Reactive Aggression - Parent Time 2

1.00

5.00

2.42

1.07

.64

-.21

Reactive Aggression- Teacher Time 2

1.00

5.00

2.70

1.22

.36

-.94

Reactive Aggression Composite Time 2

1.00

5.00

3.14

1.12

.28

-1.12

Peer Fighting Time 2

1.00

5.00

.83

1.25

.27

-.90

Note. For Time I variables, n = 143. For Time 2 variables, n =56.

28
Table 2

Correlations Among Time 1 Predictors and Time 1 Outcome Variables of Interest

Variable of Interest

1

2

3

4

6

5

1. Social Status Inflation
2. Narcissism

.20*

3. Victimization

.10

4. Proactive Aggression

.33 *** .77 ***

-.04

5. Reactive Aggression

.33 *** .69 ***

.08

.78 ***

6. Peer Fighting

.47 *** .38 ***

-.02

.44 ***

.04

.43 ***

Note. n = 143.

• p < .05. *** p < .001.

Table 3

Correlations Among Time 1 Predictors and Time 2 Outcome Variables of Interest

Variable of Interest

1

2

3

4

5

1. T 1 Social Status Inflation
2. T1Narcissism

.22

3. T1 Victimization

.27 *

.22

4. T2 Proactive Aggression

.26 t

.72 ***

.13

5. T2 Reactive Aggression

.24 t

.71 ***

.20

.86 ***

6. T2 Peer Fighting

.41 **

.48 ***

-.001

.49 ***

Note. n = 56. T1 = Time I ; 1'2= Time 2.
t Trend, p < .10.

* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

.55 ***

6
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Table 4
Results of Zero-Order Correlations (Hypothesis 1)
Time 1 Social
Status Inflation

Time 1
Narcissism

Time 1 Peer
Victimization

Time !Proactive Aggression

.33

***

.77

***

-.04

Time 1 Reactive Aggression

.33

***

.69 ***

.08

Time 1 Peer Fighting

.47

***

.38

-.02

Time 2 Proactive Aggression

.26 t

Time 2 Reactive Aggression

.24 t

***
.72 ***
.71 ***

Time 2 Peer Fighting

.41

**

.48

***

.13
.20

.r

-.001

Note. n = 143 for Time I outcomes; n =56 for Time 2 outcomes. Narcissism, Proactive Aggression, and Reactive Aggression are

based on a Parent-Teacher Composite.
t Trend,p< .10. * p< .05. ***p< .001.

Analysis for Hypothesis 2
Prior to testing Hypothesis 2, correlation analyses between demographic variables
and Time 1 outcome variables were conducted to determine if demographic variables
needed to be used as control variables in the subsequent regression analyses (Table 5). To
evaluate the second hypothesis that peer victimization would moderate the relation
between social status inflation (or narcissism) and concurrent proactive aggression,
reactive aggression, and peer fighting, a series of moderated multiple regression analyses
were conducted (one for each of the three outcome variables; Table 6, Table 7, and Table
8). In the first step of the regression, significantly correlated demographics, specifically
child gender and SES, were entered as controls (Table 5) 1•
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Table 5

Results of Zero-Order Correlations Between Child Gender, Race, and SES and Proactive
Aggression, Reactive Aggression, and Peer Fighting at Time 1
N

Proactive Aggression

Reactive Aggression

Peer Fighting

Child Gender

142

.21 *

.20 *

Race

142

.03

.03

SES

131

-.32

***

-.28

-.19 *

**

Gender Coding 0 = male, I = female. Race Coding 0 = Caucasian, I = African American.
t

Trend. p < .10. * p < .05. ** p < .01 , *** p < .001.

The main effect variables-narcissism, social status inflation, and peer
victimization- were added in step two of the regression analyses. The models for this
step were significant overall and introduced unique variance for proactive aggression, !:l.F
(3, 125) = 60.18, p < .001, l:l.lf = .52, reactive aggression, M (3, 125) = 34.62, p < .001,

l:l.lf = .39, and peer fighting, M

(3, 125) = 14.41, p < .001, M

2

= .23. There was no

main effect for peer victimization in Step 2 of the analyses. However, narcissism
accounted for significant variance in the model for proactive aggression,~= .70,
t = 12.38, p < .001 , reactive aggression,
~

~=

.58, t = 8.85, p < .001, and peer fighting,

= .24, t = 3.01, p = .003. Additionally, social status inflation accounted for significant

variance in the model for proactive aggression,
aggression,

~

~

= .17, t = 3.13, p = .002, reactive

= .20, t = 3.24, p = .002, and peer fighting,

~

= .40, t = 5.26, p < .001.

""'

The two-way interactions (i.e., narcissism x social status inflation, narcissism x
peer victimization, and social status inflation x peer victimization) were entered in Step 3
of the analyses. The inclusion of the three interactions was not found to contribute
significant additional variance to the models for proactive aggression or reactive

31
Table 6
Results of Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Examining Narcissism by Social
Status Inflation by Peer Victimization Predicting Time 1 Proactive, Aggression

Model 1
(Control)

Predictor
J

Child Gender

Model3
(2-way
Interactions)

Model4
(3-way
Interaction)

.03

.03

.03

-.13*

-.12*

-.13*

.16t
-.33***

SES

Model2
(Main
Effects)

Narcissism (N)

.70***

.67***

.67***

Social Status Inflation (SSI)

.17**

.16**

.19**

Peer Victimization (PV)

-.07

-.06

-.05

NxSSI

.01

.02

NxPV

-.06

-.06

SSI x PV

-.004

-.01

Nx SSix PV
R2

-.09
.129***

~2

.644***

.647***

.653***

.515***

.003

.007

Note. n = 143. Beta-weights reported for each predictor. Gender Coding 0 =male, I =female. Race Coding 0 =Caucasian, I =
African American.
t

Trend. p < .10.

* p < .05. ** p < .01 , *** p < .001.

aggression. The inclusion of the three interactions was found to contribute significant
additional variance to the model for peer fighting, ~F (3, 122) = 2.69, p < .05, flR? = .04.
When examined further, no significant interaction effects were found for narcissism x
social status inflation or social status inflation x peer victimization in Step 3 of the
analysis. Additionally, narcissism x peer victimization did not have a significant effect
for proactive or reaction aggression. However, narcissism x peer victimization had a
significant effect in the model for peer fighting,

p= .20, t = 2.62, p = .01. Nevertheless,
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Table 7
Results of Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Examining Narcissism by Social
Status Inflation by Peer Victimization Predicting Time 1 Reactive Aggression

Predictor
Child Gender
SES

Model 1
(Control)

Model2
(Main
Effects)

Model3
(2-way
Interactions)

Model4
(3-way
Interaction)

.23**

.13*

.13*

.13*

-.29**

- .13t

-.11

-.11 t

Narcissism (N)

.58***

.58***

.57***

Social Status Inflation (SSI)

.20**

.20**

.22**

Peer Victimization (PV)

~06

.07

.08

NxSSI

.06

.07

NxPV

-.06

-.06

.04

.05

SSix PV
Nx SSixPV
R2

-.08
.133***

~2

.526***

.536***

.541 ***

.394***

.010

.005

Note. n = 143. Beta-weights reported for each predictor. Gender Coding 0 =male, I =female. Race Coding 0 =Caucasian, I =
African American.
t

Trend. p < .10.

* p < .05. ** p <.OJ,*** p < .001.

this interaction did not hold in a reduced model,

p = .10, t = 1.29, p = .20.

Therefore, it is

believed that this interaction effect is likely due to chance, and it was not plotted for
further examination.
Finally, although not hypothesized, to explore the possibility of a three-way
interaction term (i.e., narcissism x social status inflation x peer victimization), the term
was included in Step 4 of the analyses. The inclusion of this interaction was not found to
contribute significant additional variance to the models for proactive aggression, reactive
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aggression, or peer fighting. That is, no significant three-way interaction effect was
found. 2
Table 8
Results of Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Examining Narcissism by Social
Status Inflation by Peer Victimization Predicting Time 1 Peer Fighting

Predictor
Child Gender
SES

Model 1
(Control)

Model2
(Main
Effects)

.24**

.18*

-.20*

-.11

Model3
(2-way
Interactions)
.21**
-.11

Model4
(3-way
Interaction)
.21**
-.11

Narcissism (N)

.24**

.26**

.26**

Social Status Inflation (SSI)

.40**

.44***

.44***

Peer Victimization (PV)

-.02

-.02

-.02

Nx SSI

.10

.10

NxPV

.20*

.20*

SSix PV

-.01

Nx SSixPV

Rz

-.01
-.02

.093**

~2

.326***

.368***

.368***

.233***

.042*

.000

Note. n = 143. Beta-weights reported for each predictor. Gender Coding 0 =male, I =female. Race Coding 0 =Caucasian, I =
African American.
t

Trend. p < .10. * p < .05.

** p < .01, *** p < .001.

Analysis for Hypothesis 3
Prior to testing Hypothesis 3, correlation analyses between demographic ·variables
and Time 2 outcome variables were conducted to determine if demographic variables
needed to be used as control variables in the subsequent regression analyses (Table 9). To
evaluate the third hypothesis that peer victimization would moderate the relation between
social status inflation (or narcissism) and a change in Time 2 proactive aggression,
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reaction aggression, and peer fighting (i.e., Time 2 aggression controlling for Time 1
aggression), a series of moderated multiple regression analyses were conducted (one for
each Time 2 outcome; Table 10, Table 11, and Table 12). No demographics were
controlled in Step 1 because none were significantly correlated with the outcomes at
Time 2 (Table 9). However, Time 1 of each outcome was controlled for in Step 1 of the
regression analysis for the respective outcome at Time 2.
Table 9

Results of Zero-Order Correlations Between Child Gender, Race, and SES and Proactive
Aggression, Reactive Aggression, and Peer Fighting at Time 2

N

Proactive Aggression

Reactive Aggression

Peer Fighting

Child Gender

56

.07

.20

.10

Race

56

.14

-.03

-.05

SES

53

-.17

-.19

-.01

Note. Gender Coding 0 =male, I =female. Race Coding 0 =Caucasian, I =African American.

The main effect variables-narcissism, social status inflation, and peer
victimization-were added in step two of the regression analyses. The models for this
step were not significant overall for Time 2 proactive aggression or peer fighting. The
model for this step was, however, significant overall and contributed unique variance for
Time 2 reactive aggression, I:!.F (3, 51)= 3.56, p = .02, ~:!.If= .09. There were no main
effects for peer victimization or social status inflation in Step 2 of the analyses.
However, narcissism accounted for significant variance in the models for Time 2
proactive aggression,

~

= .37, t = 2.07, p = .04, Time 2 reactive aggression,

t = 3.09, p = .003, and Time 2 peer fighting,~= .24, t = 2.46, p = .02.

~

= .41 ,
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Table 10
Results of Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Examining Narcissism by Social
Status Inflation by Peer Victimization Predicting Time 2 Proactive Aggression

Model 1
(Control)

Predictor
T1 Proactive Aggression
Composite

.74***

Model2
(Main
Effects)

Model3
(2-way
Interactions)

Model4
(3-way
Interaction)

.43*

.44*

Narcissism (N)

.37*

.36t

Social Status Inflation (SSI)

.01

.03

.05

Peer Victimization (PV)

.01

.01

.01

NxSSI

.001

.01

NxPV

.10

.10

-.02

-.02

SSI x PV
NxSSixPV

.42*

-.03
.541 ***

.583***

.593***

.593***

.041

.010

.001

Note. n =56. Beta-weights reported for each predictor. Gender Coding 0 = male, I = female. Race Coding 0 =Caucasian, I = African
American. Tl =Time I.
t

Trend, p < .10.

* p < .05. *** p < .001.

The two-way interactions (narcissism x peer victimization, narcissism x social
status inflation, and social status inflation x peer victimization) were entered in Step 3 of
the analyses. The inclusion of the three interactions was not found to contribute
significant additional variance to the model for Time 2 proactive aggression, Time 2
reactive aggression, or Time 2 peer fighting. When examined further, no significant
interaction effects were found for narcissism x social status inflation or narcissism x peer
victimization in Step 3 of the analyses.
Additionally, social status inflation x peer victimization did not have a significant
interaction effect for Time 2 proactive or reactive aggression. However, social status
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Table 11
Results of Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Examining Narcissism by Social
Status Inflation by Peer Victimization Predicting Time 2 Reactive Aggression

Model 1
(Control)

Predictor
Tl Reactive Aggression
Composite

.71 ***

Narcissism (N)

Model2
(Main
Effects)

Model3
(2-way
Interactions)

Model4
(3-way
Interaction)

.42**

.42**

.45**

.41 **

.38**

.38**

-.02

-.002

-.05

.05

.08

.07

NxSSI

.03

.01

NxPV

.08

.08

-.12

-.11

Social Status Inflation (SSI)
Peer Victimization (PV)

SSI x PV
N x SSixPV

.09
.503***

.589***

.604***

.610***

.086*

.015

.006

Note. n = 56. Beta-weights reported for each predictor. Gender Coding 0 = male, I = female. Race Coding 0 = Caucasian, I = African
American. Tl =Time I.

* p < .05. ** p < .01 , *** p < .001.

inflation x peer victimization had a significant interaction effect in the model for Time 2
peer fighting,

p=-.24, t =-2.51, p =.02.

This interaction effect held in a reduced model

that still controlled for Time 1 peer fighting,

p =-.27, t =-3.21, p =.002, as well as a

reduced model that included only the main effects and the interaction for plotting
purposes,

p =-.31, t =-2.57, p =.01 (see Figure 1 for the post-hoc plot of this

interaction). As the plot shows, this interaction indicates that the children who are
highest in social status inflation at Time 1 and who are less likely to be victimized at
Time 1 are the highest in Time 2 peer fighting.
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Table 12
Results of Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Examining Narcissism by Social
Status Inflation by Peer Victimization Predicting Time 2 Peer Fighting

Model 1
(Control)

Model2
(Main
Effects)

.75***

.65***

.65***

.64***

Narcissism (N)

.24*

.17t

.16

Social Status Inflation
(SSI)

.05

.03

.06

-.14

-.07

-.07

Nx SSI

.01

.02

NxPV

·-.07

-.07

SSI x PV

-.24*

-.24*

Predictor
T 1 Peer Fighting

Peer Victimization (PV)

Model3
(2-way
Interactions)

N x SSixPV

Model4
(3-way
Interaction)

-.07
.566***

.620***

.673***

.677***

.054t

.053t

.004

Note. n =56. Beta-weights reported for each predictor. Gender Coding 0 = male, I = female. Race Coding 0 =Caucasian, I = African
American. Tl = Time I.
t

Trend. p < .10.

* p < .05. ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

Finally, although not hypothesized, to explore the possibility of a three-way
interaction, (i.e., narcissism x social status inflation x peer victimization), the term was
included in Step 4 of the analyses. The inclusion of this interaction was not found to
contribute significant additional variance to the models for Time 2 proactive aggression,
Time 2 reactive aggression, or Time 2 peer fighting. The three-way interaction effect
was not significant.3
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Figure 1. Plot of social status inflation x peer victimization interaction effect for Time 2
peer fighting.
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
A good amount of literature links social status inflation and narcissism to
aggression (e.g., Barry et al., 2011; Barry et al., 2007b; Baumeister et al., 1996; David &
Kistner, 2000). Particularly, much research has focused on how these relations may
pertain to peer relationships (e.g., Ang et al., 2010; Kupersmidt & Coie, 1990). The
current study aimed to contribute to this literature by examining how these constructs
may interact with peer victimization (e.g., being bullied) in the prediction of aggressive
outcomes. The current study proposed that children who have an inflated sense of self
and who are victimized may perceive the victimization as an ego threat and, in turn, may
react to the threat with increased aggression. Specifically, it was hypothesized that social
status inflation, narcissism, and peer victimization would be positively related to
aggression. Furthermore, it was hypothesized that peer victimization would moderate the
relation between social status inflation and aggression as well as the relation between
narcissism and aggression---concurrently as well as over time. The results indicated
partial support for these hypotheses. That is, peer victimization did not relate to
aggression within this sample and did not interact with other variables to predict
aggression; thus, those hypotheses were not supported. However, the results underscored
the importance of both social status inflation and narcissism in the prediction of
aggression.
Main Effect Findings (Hypothesis 1)
The first hypothesis-that social status inflation, narcissism, and peer
victimization would be positively correlated with concurrent proactive aggression,
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reactive aggression, and peer fighting, as well as later proactive aggression, reactive
aggression, and peer fighting-was partially supported across all analyses. At Time 1,
the correlations between both social status inflation and narcissism with aggression
outcomes were significant and medium to large in magnitude (Cohen, 1988).
Additionally, Time 1 narcissism significantly related to aggression outcomes, including
peer fighting, at Time 2, again showing generally large effect sizes. Whereas Time 1
social status inflation also significantly related to peer fighting at Time 2, the correlations
with proactive and reactive aggression were small in magnitude and only marginally
significant. Peer victimization was not found to significantly correlate with any of the six
criterion variables.
Not only did social status inflation and narcissism significantly relate to the
aggression outcomes in the correlation analyses, but the robustness of these relations was
tested in the regression analyses, which allowed an examination of the unique variance in
outcomes attributable to these variables. These fmdings indicated that social status
inflation and narcissism both contributed significant unique variance in the prediction of
the aggression outcomes concurrently. Furthermore, narcissism was a unique predictor of
an increase in these aggression outcomes at Time 2.
These findings highlight several points. First, they suggest that children with
higher levels of social status inflation and/or narcissism are highly likely to be
proactively aggressive, reactively aggressive, and fight with their peers presently and to
show increases in such behaviors at a later point in time. This finding is consistent with
previous literature (e.g., Barry et al., 2007b; Hughes et al. , 1997) and underscores the
importance of considering social status inflation and narcissism when dealing with
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aggressive behaviors in children. This information could be particularly valuable when
treating any of these problems clinically and warrants closer investigation.
However, the findings also suggest that children with higher levels of proactive
aggression, reactive aggression, or who fight with their peers are no more or less likely to
be victimized by their peers. This finding is incongruent with the information currently
available in the literature that suggests that the more aggressive children are, the more
likely they are to be victimized (e.g., Camodeca et al., 2002; Pellegrini et al., 1999;
Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002). There could be several explanations for this unexpected
finding. Most importantly, it is possible that the nomination procedure may have not
been sensitive to measuring peer victimization when it was operationalized as it was in
the current study. This possibility is supported by the positive skewness statistic (1.11) in
the current sample, which indicates that the mass of the distribution is concentrated
toward negative z-scores (the metric for this construct) and that the scores for
victimization contained very few high values. Indeed, despite the positive mean, the
median z-score for victimization was -.17. Furthermore, a cumulative percentage of
55.2% of the current sample had a z-score of 0 or below, indicating that their score fell at
or below the overall mean for victimization within the children's classrooms. This figure
suggests that the children in the moderately- to highly-aggressive sample may have been
less likely to be nominated as a victim in the peer sociometric exercise.
One possibility is that the sociometric item intended to conceptualize peer
victimization may not have been very effective in doing so. For example, the children
may have underestimated victimization in their sociometric ratings. That is, perhaps
because they interpreted the item description as severe, they nominated few students,
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including those in the current sample, as being victimized. Therefore, it is possible that if
peer victimization were measured differently, the results would be more congruent with
the existing literature. For example, before asking child participants to complete the
Participant Role Questionnaire (which consists of eight behavioral descriptors),
Salmivalli & Nieminen (2002) explained the varying roles (i.e., bully, victim,
bully/victim) to their participants. Camodeca et al. (2002) measured peer victimization
using The Aggression and Victimization Scale (A VS), which consists of 26 items
measuring proactive and reactive aggression outcomes. Each of these studies utilized
peer ratings, but they also appear to have provided the children with more information
regarding the different victimization roles and associated levels of severity, thus possibly
better preparing them to make informed decisions in their ratings. Although less likely, it
is possible that the selection of a moderately- to highly-aggressive sample yielded
participants who were better classified as bullies than as bully/victims (i.e., in the
conceptualization put forth by Kumpulainen et al. 1999). If so, it would explain the lack
of relation between aggression and victimization; however, such a possibility still runs
counter to the evidence in the literature that bully/victims tend to be the most aggressive
children overall (e.g., Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002).
Peer Victimization as a Moderator (Hypotheses 2 and 3)
Neither the second hypothesis nor the third hypothesis-that peer victimization
would moderate the relation between social status inflation (or narcissism) and
concurrent (or a later increase in) proactive aggression, reactive aggression, and peer
fighting-were supported in the current study. Although the expected main effect for
peer victimization was not found, it was still possible that peer victimization may have
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interacted with an inflated sense of self to contribute additional variance in the prediction
of the outcomes under study. Again, however, the data did not support that finding in
general.
That said, there was one exception: a significant interaction was found for social
status inflation by peer victimization when predicting an increase in peer fighting at Time
2. The interaction between social status inflation and peer victimization is in contrast to
that which was hypothesized based on previous literature (i.e., that children with high
social status inflation who are more likely to be victims of bullying display higher levels
of aggression). Rather, for this sample, the interaction indicated that the children who
were highest in social status inflation at Time 1 and who were less likely to be victimized
at Time 1 were the highest in Time 2 peer fighting. One possible explanation for this
finding is that the children who have a high sense of self are emboldened to a degree that
leads to them engaging in increased rates of peer fighting. A lack of being victimized by
others may further entrench their propensity toward this behavior. Additionally, this high
sense of self and high level of aggression may discourage peers from victimizing the
child. Indeed, there is some recent longitudinal research (Boivin, Petitclerc, Feng, &
Barker, 2010) that shows that the relation between peer victimization (specifically
operationalized, as in the current study, as using z-standardized peer nomination
victimization scores) and aggression that is found among elementary-aged children
becomes attenuated with time, with weak relations at best at sixth grade (i.e., which is
around the time data were collected for the current sample). Therefore, it could be the
case that the relation between peer victimization and aggression may have been larger
had the data been collected at an earlier time point. A goal of the current study was to
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investigate the theory that being victimized acts as an ego threat. Given the lack of
relation between the three aggression outcomes and peer victimization, for the current
study, this theory is not supported. Children with an inflated sense of self have been
shown to be more likely to interpret negative feedback as an ego threat (e.g., Baumeister
et al. , 1996; Bushman & Baumeister, 1998). However, an important difference between
the current study and many of the others reviewed is the immediacy of the measurement
of aggression following the ego threat. That is, in the current study, it is possible that the
global parent, teacher, and peer ratings of aggression did not capture aggressive behavior
that was specifically targeted toward the peer(s) who victimized the target children of the
current study. Likewise, the nature of the outcome variables captured global qualities of
aggressive behaviors more than temporally-specific qualities, which may explain the lack
of expected relation with peer victimization.
Theoretical and Clinical Implications
The results found in the current study indicate that there is a significant relation
between an inflated sense of self, particularly narcissism, and aggression outcomes. That
these findings were concluded from information gathered from parent-, teacher-, peer-,
and self-report is further indicative of the strength of the relation. Theoretically, this
indicates tha.t when addressing aggression outcomes clinically, it is important to assess
whether the child has an inflated sense of self or narcissism. Furthermore, when treating
children with an inflated sense of self (or narcissism) and aggressive behavior problems,
by targeting the child's inflated sense of self or narcissism in treatment, the aggressive
behaviors may subsequently decrease with time. For example, in treatment, a clinician
could challenge the child's inflated views of self and teach the child how to more
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appropriately utilize social cues and nonverbal language to determine how others view
him/her. Likewise, in treatment, a clinician could challenge the child's narcissistic
thinking and teach the child more realistic self-views and how to appropriately integrate
feedback from others to determine how others view him/her. As the child's ability to
more accurately gauge others' views improves, the child's overall level of aggression
should decrease as well.
Additionally, the fmding that peer victimization did not relate to the aggressive
outcomes may have important clinical implications. Previous literature suggests that
children with heightened levels of proactive and/or reactive aggression are more likely to
be victimized themselves (e.g., Camodeca et al., 2002). However, the findings from the
current study indicate that there may be other variables to consider in this relation. For
example, it could be that other individual differences may increase a child's risk of being
victimized rather than his/her level of aggression alone. Due to the previous literature, it
should not be discounted that there does appear to be a relation between victimization and
aggression, but it seeijls important to be receptive to other variables playing a role as
well. Consideration of other individual difference factors has important clinical
implications because if a child who has been victimized is in treatment, it is important to
consider all risk factors to appropriately prevent the child from continuing to be
victimized.
Limitations and Directions for Future Research
One of the most significant limitations of this study is the considerable drop in
sample size between Time 1 and Time 2 data analyses. As previously mentioned, more
males dropped out of the study before completing Time 2. As group assignment was
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random, this is believed to be due to attrition rather than due to group differences. By
decreasing from 146 participants to 56 participants, the study lost a significant amount of
power [.99 at Time 1 to a range of .42 to .80 at Time 2; for the tests of the main effects,
based on an alpha of .05 and the effect sizes actually found at step 2 (main effects model)
for the three outcomes]. This decreased power was further exacerbated for the test of the
interaction effects. In fact, based on eight predictors at Time 1 and seven predictors at
Time 2, with five tested predictors-three hypothesized main effects and two
hypothesized interactions-at each time point; alpha set at .05; and power set at .80, the
incremental R 2..1 would have needed to be .20 to find a significant interaction at Time 2.
This possibility was highly unlikely, particularly given that a change in Time 2 outcomes
was examined (i.e., controlling for Time 1). This low-level of Time 2 power likely
contributed to the inability to detect any interaction effects if true effects existed.
v

Surprisingly, even with this low level of power, a significant interaction model was found
at Time 2 between social status inflation and peer fighting as previously discussed. Future
research that longitudinally examines these models with a larger sample size may be able
to detect a true effect for peer victimization if one exists.
A second limitation of the current study is that all participants were preselected as
a moderately- to highly-aggressive group of children. There may have been a ceiling
effect when considering the predictor and criterion variables. Specifically, if all of the
participating children had higher levels of aggression than their classmates, then they
may be more likely to stand up for themselves in social situations which they perceive as
threatening and may be less likely to be seen as victims. Future research should examine
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the complex relation of these variables-including possible interactions with
victimization-in a non-aggressive sample.
A third possible limitation is that, in the current study, narcissism was
behaviorally defined. As Barry and Wallace (2010) describe, there are multiple types of
narcissism. One such alternative is to study narcissism cognitively-taking into account
the narcissistic thoughts on which only the individual him/herself can report. The current
study used parent and teacher reports on the APSD to determine a child's level of
narcissism and, thus, only behavioral indicators of narcissism were considered. This
method of data collection and choice of measure may have exacerbated the issue of
narcissism overlapping with other antagonistic behaviors on the aggression measure.
Thus, a different conceptualization of narcissism may have resulted in smaller effect sizes
in the relation between narcissism and aggression. Additionally, the current study was
sensitive to relations between narcissism and subtypes of aggression, but narcissism was
not specifically related to certain aggression outcomes relative to others.
A fourth possible limitation is that the data were collected from a sample of
children in a small, southern city. Even though the data were collected at multiple time
points and from multiple sources, these results may not generalize to different regions of
the country. Societal attitudes may differ in ways which would affect the outcome
variables. For example, southern parents and teachers may respond differently to
aggressive behaviors than northern or western parents and teachers. Therefore, it would
be important for this research to be replicated with more diverse samples.
Finally, as discussed earlier, the operationalization of peer victimization and
aggression outcomes in this study may not have been sensitive enough to capture the
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relation of peer victimization to these outcomes or its interaction with other variables in
predicting these outcomes. This issue underscores the importance of assessment of
constructs such as victimization and aggression in children. If the way we operationalize
them in research studies impacts their relation with one another, it informs us that it is
also critically important how we measure them clinically in determining both diagnosis
and prognosis for children. Future research is needed to differentiate these nuances.
Conclusions
The current study found significant relations between an inflated sense of self
(both psychopathy-linked traits of narcissism and social status inflation) and aggression
outcomes. Additionally, narcissistic traits predicted an increase in aggression at a later
point in time. These relations are thought to have important clinical implications and are
worthy of further study. Furthermore, it is imperative to understand the role that peer
victimization may play in increasing the likelihood for specific types of aggression as
well as other negative outcomes, such as internalizing symptoms, among children, in
general, and at-risk children, specifically. Future research should consider possible
moderators that influence the relation of peer victimization and these outcomes,
particularly given the lack of significant fmdings for peer victimization found in the
current study.
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APPENDIX A
Footnotes
1

SES is related to all three outcome variables. Gender is related to two of the

three outcome variables. Although gender did not relate to proactive aggression, it was
included as a demographic control in the proactive aggression analysis for Time 1 to be
consistent with the other outcome variables. Race, although not significant, had a slightly
more robust relation than chance. Thus, an analysis was also run for proactive aggression
with race instead of gender as a controL The pattern of results for this analysis was the
same as that seen with gender. Therefore, gender and SES were included as the only
demographic controls for consistency among analyses.
2

As follow-up, Time 1 analyses were also conducted using parent and teacher

report of proactive and reactive aggression separately as outcome variables. The pattern
was the same for teacher-rated proactive and reactive aggression as was found for the
composites. For parent-rated proactive and reactive aggression, only narcissism was a
significant predictor.
3

As follow-up, analyses predicting Time 2 outcomes were also conducted using

parent and teacher report of proactive and reactive aggression separately as outcome
variables. The pattern was the same for both parent- and teacher-rated proactive and
reactive aggression, although the effect size for the relation between narcissism and
teacher-rated proactive aggression was smaller in magnitude. Two-way interactions were
found for narcissism x social status inflation and narcissism x peer victimization when
predicting parent-rated proactive and reactive aggression, but only the interactions for
narcissism x victimization held in reduced models. These interactions were plotted for
both outcomes and indicated that the highest aggression was found for children higher in
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narcissism and higher in peer victimization, which is consistent with Hypothesis 3 but
counter to the interaction found for peer fighting at Time 2. Finally, Time 2 analyses
were conducted using the proactive and reactive aggression composites but not
controlling for Time 1 of the outcome variable (i.e., to examine stability but not
necessarily change at Time 2). The pattern was the same-with only narcissism
significantly relating to Time 2 aggression.
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APPENDIX B
TEACHER REPORT OF PROACTNE AND REACTIVE BEHAVIORS

TEACHER REPORT OF REACTIVE AND PROAC"'TIVE BEHAVIORS
Please indicate how true each of the statements below is for this child. Plea.-;e fill in
the bubble under the conwponding flllSWer as completely as possible.

rNEViil ·fRAiBLYJ~ ~ lALMOS'l'J
~ ~~ ~

AL;v~.rs

I. When this child has been teased or threatened
he/she gets ang1')' easily and strikes back.

c:J[~J[=:J c:J

G

2. This child clailt\3 thatolhcr children aro to
blame in a fight and feels that they started lhc
trouble.

~GGGG

3. When someone accidentally hurb this child
(sucb ~ bumping into hfmlher), he/sho
asNumea thel the peer meant to do it aud
then 'reacts with angtt/fighting.

4. This dlild gets other ldcb to ~ up on
~omebody that he/she ckiesn•t like.

5. This child uses physical f(!rce (or threa~a
to use physical force) in order to dominate
other kids.

t6. ihis child

I

~1s or bullies others in

ord~r 10

get hlslhcr own way.

DJ~G G

L:J

EJGGGG
EJGGGG
EJGGGG
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APPENDIXC
PERCEIVED COMPETENCE SCALE FOR CHILDREN (PCSC)
PERCEIVED COMPETENCE SCALE
Instructions

•wdre interested in what you're .lik_e, what kind of person you are like, and how you think and feel about different
things. So, rm going to read you some sentences that will help us understand better what you are lilre. First let's do a
practice sentence. 'Some students would rather play outdoors in their spare time. .. BUf ...Other students would
rathu- watch TV.' This sentence talks about two kinds of stu4ents.
(1.)

What l want you to decide tksJ. is whether you are more like the students who would rather play outdoors, or
whether you are 100te like the students who would rather watch TV. Which kind of student is 1l¥lSt like you?

(2.)

Now, the~ thing I want you to think about, now that you have decided which kind of student is most
like you, is to decide whc!ther that is only smiJJftrue- for you, or t:iJZlJJi. true for you. Is it ~true for you
ar ~true for you?

Any questions? 01<, now w~re going to do some more sentences just like that one." Imerviewer: Please fill in the

bubbles as completely tiS possible.

l Ex.:

Some students would r~ther play outside in their

I

~etune

!

Other studentS would rather wa«<h TV.

.

1. Some students feel that they are very good at their
sChool worlc:

0 Really true for me

j

BUT I
·
I

0 Sort of true for me

2. Some students find it hard to make friends

0Sort of true fur me

0 Really true for me

0Sott of ;roe for me

0 Really true for me

!

I BUT

Other students m:>r7)' about whether they can do the
school work assigned to them.

0Sort of true for me

0 Really true for me

BUT

I·Other stud.ents find

it pretty easy to malce friends.

1

0 Really true for me

I

3. Some studeuts do very well at all klnds of spons

0 Really true fur me

I

4. Some students

0 Really true for me

0So.rt of true far me

BUT

0 Really true for me

!Oth« students don't feel that they are very good when it 1
;

Osort oftrue for me

I Other students are not happy with the way they look. I

Osorr of true for me

0 Really true for me

I5. Some students often do not like the way they behav6 I BUT
0 Really true for me

!

comes.to sports.

0 Really tr.Je for me

0Sort of true for me

~happy with the way they look j BUT

0Sort of true for me

Osort of true for me

Othec students usually lilm the way they behave.

0 Really true for me

0Sort of true for me

0Sort of true for me

16. Some studrnts feel that there are a !Ot of thmgs about BUT jooer students would like to stay pretty much the same.
themselves that they would change ifthey could

I

I

0 Really true for me

0Sort of true for me

0 Really true for me

0Sort of true for me
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7. Some students feel that they_are;ust as smart as other I
~nts d:lerr age

1.

0 Really true for me

I Other students aren't so ~..and mnder if they areas
.

""""'"

0 Really true for me

Osort oft:rue for me

8. Some students have a lot of'friends.

0

BUT

.

Really true fur me

Other students dcn't have very many mends.

BUT

0 Really true for me

0Sortoftruefor me

I

19. Some students wish they could be a lot better at sports BUT t
0 Sort of true for me

0 Really true for me

10. Sot11e students are happy wid:! their height and

0 Really true for me

11. Some students usually do the right thing

0 Really true fur me

0 Really true for me

0 Really true for me

0

BUT

0 Really true for me

0

Son of true

0 Really true for me

Osort of true forme

16. Some students wish theirbody was different
0 ~ly ttuc for me

0Sort of true for me

17. Some students usually act the way they !..-now they
are suppo~ed to

Really tru,e for me

OS¢rt of true for me

!

I

0 Really true for me

0Sort of true for me

j

0Sort oft:rue for me

Other stUdents are maid they might net do wen at
sports they haven't eve~' tried.

0Sort of true for me

Otha- stUden'ls lik.e their body the way it is.
0 Really true fur me

BUT

0Sort of true for me

Other students think they are pretty important to their
classmates.

0 Really true for me

BUT

~

Other students can do their school work quickly.
0 Really true for me

BUT

0Sort of true fur me

Other students are not very sure ofthemselves.

BUT

far me

15. Some stu<ients think: they could do well at just about 1
'--_;:m.;;;.Y::...;J?ew sports activity they haven't 1!1~ be£~

Really true f<.r me

0 Really true for me

BUT

0Sort of true for me

Other students often don't do the right thing.

0 Son of true for me

14. Somestudents don't think they arc a very important !
member of their class
i

0

BUT

Osort of true for me

13. S01ne students are pretty slow in finishing their
school work

1.

0 Really true for me

0 Sort of true for me

12.Some students are pretty sure ofthemseives:

0Sort oftrue for me

Other studerits wish their height or weight were
dtjJerent.

.

0 Sort of true for me

0 Really t:rue for me

Osort of true for me

Otb.ct students feel they are good enough at sports.

·1 BUT

weight

Osort of true for me

0Sat of true for me

!Other students Qften don't :the way they are supposed
0 Really true for me

I

Osort of true for me
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18. Some students feel good about the way they act.
0 Really true for me

j
1

0 Sort of true for me

Really true for me

II 27. In

;

0

I
.

0

:

j

:

trouble.

0 Really true for me

i

BUT

0Sort of true for me

0 Really true for me

BUT , Other studetlts fed

I BUT
'

I
.

0 Sort of true for me

0Sort of true for me

that:::.

0 Really true for me

I

Osm of true for me

0Sort of true for me
people tbdr age de like

I

0Scrt of true for me

Other.students usually play rather than just watch.

0 Really true f<r me

I BUT

0Sat of true for me

Other smdents don't lik.e school because they aren't
doing very well.

BUT

0Sort of true f<r me

I
.

i Other srudents are pretty sure tbey are a good pa-son.
0 Really true for me

28. Some Sllldcnts wish something about their face or
hair looked different
1
Really true for me

0Scrt of true for me

BUT ; Other studentS usually dan't do things that get them in

0Sort oftrue for me

instead of play

I

Other stude'ttts iike their p~ysical appearance the way it
1s.
.

0 Sort of true for me

games and spor1Ssome students usually watch

Really true for me

BUT

0Sort of true for me

0 Really true for me

· 26. Some studel\ts wish n:;:ore people the:t- age liked !
0 Really true f<r me

Other sr.zdents don't feel they can play as we~

BUT

0 Really true for me

: 25. Some students lib school because they do well in
class

0 Really true f« me

Osort of true for me

0 Really true for me

0Sort of true for me

24. Some stUdents th~o!= they are not a very

0 Really true for me

Other students usually do things by thei'IISelves.

0Sat oftrue for me

23.Some students usually get in trouble because of
things they do

0 Really true for me

BUT

0 Sort of true for me

122. Some studems v.-isb. their pbysical appearance (how !
they look) VI&S di.fferem
!

0

Osort of true for me

0 Really true for me

21. Some students feel that they are beuer than odlers :
their age at spom
:

0 Really true for me

Other smdents can remember things easily.

BUT

20. Some srudents are always doing tbings with a lor of ;
students

0 Really true for me

0Sat oftrue for me

0 Really .true for me

0Sort of true for me

19. Some students often forget what they team

0 Really true for me

Other students wish they acted differently.

BUT I

I

0Sort of true f<r me

Other students /ilce their face and hair the way they are.
0 Really true for me

J

Osort of true for me

55

129. Some students do thin:: they know they shouldn
0 Really true for me

BUT

1

l

Other students hardly ever do things they know they

1

:

shouldn't do.

0 Really true for me

0Sort of true for me

I

130. Some students are _very happy being the way they are BUT
0 Really true for me

0 R¢ally true for me

31. Some students wish it was easier to und~d what 1
they read
i

0 Really true for me

I

0Sort oftrue for me

32. Some studenlS are popular with othen their age

0 Really true for me

! 33. Some stUdents

BUT ;

! BUT

don't do well at new outdoor games

0 Really true for me

I BUT I

0Sort of true for me

0 Really true for me

0 Really true for me

BUT

0 Really uue far me

0 Really true for me

0 Really true for me

BUT 1

0 Really true for .me

0 Really aue for me

I
0

I
.

Really true for me

0 Really true for me

0Sort of true for me

BUT

0 Sort of true for me

0Sort of true for me

! BUT

I BUT II

0Sort of true for me

Other students are kind cfbard to like.
0 Really true for me

40. S:me srudena ue usually sure that what they are
doing is the rigilt thing
.

0 Really true for me

l

0 Sort of true for me

0Sort of true for me

0Sort of true fur me

Other stlklents ahnost always c:an figure out the
answers.

.

39, Some students are ~!the last to be chosa~ for

I

Other students think the way they do thing$ is fine,

0 Really true for me

38. Some stu~IS are r=lly ell.$'f to like

0Sort of true for me

1

0Sort oftrue forme
in school

0Sort of true for me

Other students often find it bard to behave themselves.

!37. Some students have trouble figuring out the answers 'I BUT

l

0Sort of true for me

I

0 Sort of true for me.

36. Some students an nonuy beppy v.ith the wny they 1
do a loz of >hings
;

0Sort of true for me

Other students think that they are not very good
loolcing.

BUT

35. Some students behave themselves very well

1

Other students arc good at new game& right away.

0Sort of true for me

Really true for me

I

Other students are not very popular.

i·
:

0 Rl!ally true for me

34. Some students thinlc theya:re good looking

0Sort of true for me

Other srudents don't have any trouble unde!'standing
wb.at they read.

!

0 Son of true for me

0 Really true for me

0

Other srudents wish they were different.

0 San of true for me

1.

0Sort of true for me

Osort of true for me

Other students are usually picked .1 mt

0 Really true for me

0Sart of true for me

Other students aren't so sure whether or not they are
doing the right thing.

0 Really true for me

I
l

0Sort oftrue form,.
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APPENDIXD
ANTISOCIAL PROCESS SCREENING DEVICE (APSD)- PARENT VERSION
PSD
(Parent Version)
Instructions: "I am going to read you some statements that describe how children may act. Then I
want you to decide how well each statement describes your child. Please give an answer for every
statement. Ifyou are unsure, give your best estimate."

Not at All
True

II. ~lames others for his/her mistakes

II

12. Engages in illegal activities

II
3. Is concerned about how well he/she does at
school work
I

,4. Acts without thinking of the consequences

II

0
0
0
0

,5. ~er emotions seem shallow and not

II

16. Lies easily and skillfully

II

0

II

0

genwne

,7. Is good at keeping promises
8. Brags excessively about his/her abilities,
accom lishments, or ssessions

.,9. Gets bored easily
10. Uses or "cons" other people to get what
he/she wants

I

II

I

0

0

0
0

Sometimes

Definitely
True

True

II
II
II
II
II

II
II
II
II
II

0

0
0
0
0

0
0

0
0

0

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I

0

I

0

I

0

I
I

0

I
I

0

I

0

I

0

I

0

0

0

57

at

Not AU
True

II

14. Can be charming at times. but in ways that

seem insincere or s

cial

115.Bec?mes angry when corrected or
purushed
16. Seems to think that he/she is better or
rtant than other eo le
17. Does not plan ahead or leaves thinS$ until

the last minute

118. Is concerned about the feelings of others

0

I

0

II

0

I

0

II
I

I

II

119. Does not show feelings or emotions

II

120. Keeps the same friends

II

0
0
0
0
0
0

Definitely
True

Sometimes
True

lI
II
II

0

0
0

II
II

0

[

0

JI

0

II

0

I

II
II

0

I
II
I I

0

I

0

I
I

I I

0

II
I

0

I

0

I

I I
I I
I I

0

!

0

I
l

I

0

[

0

1

0
0

I

]

.

0

I
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APPENDIXE
ANTISOCIAL PROCESS SCREENING DEVICE (APSD) -TEACHER VERSION

·psn
(Teacher Version)

o.

Name of Child:._ · - - - -- - - - - - - -

Grade:

Name ofTeaeher:_._ _ _ _ _-.,..._ _ _ _ __

Date Completed:

How long has child been in your class:

rn

ITJt[I]t[]]

Scho ol Co de:

(Months)

Teacher Code:

[IIII
.I I I I I

Instructions: Please complete the background information above. Then read each state~1ent and
decide how well it describes the child, Mark your answer by filling in the bubble in the appropriate
column fot each statement. Do not leave any statement unrated.
Not at All
True

f
11. Blames othem for Iris/her mistakes

~·

,3.

Engages in. illegal activities
Is concerned. about how well he/she does at
~chonl work

II
II
II

0

16.

.

Lies easily and "Skillfully

[7. Is good at keeping promises

18.

II
II
II
abiliti~~

Brags excessively about his/her
accomplishments orpossessions

,9. Gets bored easily .

lr

0. Uses or "cons" other people to get what
·
1he/she wants

0

0 ·
0

[

II
11

lI

o·

His/her emotions seem shallow and not
genuine

II

0

Acts Without thinking of the consequences ,. ,

,5.

II
II

0

r·

.

0

0

0

Sometimes
True

l

II
I!
II
(

II
II

0
0

.0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

~

II
JI
II
II
II
II

Definitely -~
True
0
0

0
0

0

0

J

I L~_j
IL I
II
I
0

0

II

0

I
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Not atAI1
True .

Ill.

Teases.or -makes fuo of other people

j12. Feels bad or guilty when he/she does
1 somthin8 wrong .. _ _

13. Engages in risky

ot dangerous acdvities

14. Can be charming ~times, but in ways that

seem insincere or su

ficial

15. Becomes angrywhen con·ected or

unished

II.
I
.I

I
I
r

17. Does not plan ahead or leaves things until
the last minute
18. Is concerned about the feelings of others

19. Does.not show feelings or emotions

120. Keeps the same fri~nds

I
I

I
II

0

0
0
0

0

0
0

0
0

0

Sometimes
True

II
II
II

II
II
.,
I
II

lI

Ir
. , . -1

0

0
0
0

Definitely
True

II
II
II
II
.,

0

0
0

0

I

0

I I

0

1

o_

0
0 '

0

II
I

f

II

J
I

I

r-

I

0

0

Q

I

l
I

0

J
0

0

I
I
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APPENDIXF
PARENT-RATING SCALE FOR REACTIVE AND PROACTIVE AGGRESSION
(PRPA)
VIRA-R (Venoa forpareatl)
Van Goozen anti Matthys
Childral behave in different ways. This is the case not only in everyday situations, but they also react differently ifthey
are confronted with annoying or stressful circumstances. Some children react impulsively and are quick to get angry,
others become less emotional and react in a more calculating way. We ask you to consider the following statements
carefuJly. Please indicate. for each statement the extent to which it applies to your child.

~I
~

5

,. .,-~.-~-ecs-C:,_my
_gry_chil_an_.dd-~.-been-back-teaSed--or-threaten--ed-be/-she---,1

RARELY

TRUE

II SOMEI1MESII
USUALLY I
TRUE
TRUE

~0~
TR~

GJ GJ GJ GJ GJ
~~~~~
~ ~ L_j ~ L_j

===='GJ GJ GJ GJ GJ

2. Mychildgccsotherkidstoganguponsomebody

thathe/ahedoesn'tlike

~ 3.
~

My=childis=abully

4.

~=isquicktotbinktbatotherahaveitinfor ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

S. My child uses physical force (ortluwens to use

r;-1 r;-llollol ~

:::in:::order::::::=to=do=m=i=na=te=o=ther
=ki:::'ds=~ L:_j L:_j L:_j L:_j L:_j

:==:ph=:ySJ::;'::::cal:=fi=:on:e::::::::::)

6. Mychildgccsangryquicldyifbelshedoetnot
get his or her own way

,7. Mychildcbeminordertowm

!olio!~~~
L:_j L:_j L _ j L:_j L:_j

IGJ GJ GJ GJ GJ

bl~ina ·~ ~ ~ ~ ~
~ ~ ~ ~ L_j

8. My childclaim.a lbatotberchildrenare to
figbtand feels that they started the trouble

, 9. My child is sneaky in order to gain an advantage
IO.Ifmyehildiscballengedorpestered,he/shercacts
immediately and impulsively

IGJGJGJGJGJ
r;-1 r;-llol r;-1 ~
L__:_j L__:_j L:_j L__:_j L:_j

~'l=l=.~:=rrec:;:c:':=g=ets=an=gry=qm=·c=kl=y=if=bei=Sh=e=is=====:' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

~~~:orbWliesotbeninordertoget

IGJ GJ 0 GJ GJ
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.I llso~~~ l
GJ GJ GJ GJ GJ
RARELY
TR.UB

13.My-childis-ab~lo-ser-----,~

,
!
. . . . . . - -

1=4=.

=~

~I5.~=~getsangryquicklywhenminorthinga
who are different (e.g. those who wear glasses
M=y=c=bil=
d=pes=ters==o=r=to=rm=en=ts=y=ounger==·=cbi=·ldi'· en=
or who have red hair)

~16=.I::f::m::y=:chi:=_l::d=is=c=hall=en=ged=or=.=teaS=ed=,=he/=s=h=e=lak=e.s=~

ALMOST
ALWAYS
TRUB

0

I

I

=er=way==~''

18.1fmychilddoesnotgethislberownway,helsho

usuALLY
TRUB

8·. 8 8 8a 8.
8

0

~~~

0

lollollollol
L.:._j L.:._j L.:._j L.:._j

revenge in a calculating way

I;:::1=7.=M=ye=hil=d=uses=oth=ers=to=g=et=bislh='

TRUB

0

~~~~

~ ~·~ ~ ~

teaetsimm~yandlmpulsively
~ ~ ~~ ~
;::=119=.M=yc=bild=bo=sses=oth=ers=aro=un=d=====, ~

GJ GJ GJ 8

2=0.=Wh=en=: : so: :mtoeon= e=ac. =i=den=tal=l=yh=urts=m=yc=hi=·td
=(s=uc=h~
then

G GO G G· G·

21.lfmychilddoesnotgethislherownway,helshe

~~~~~

~

as bumping into h.imlber), hdshe assumes that the
peer meant do it and
reacts with
anger/fighting

takesrevengeinacalculatingway

~ ~ ~ ~ ~

1:=22=.M=yc=hil:::::dis=aho:::::t=head
========l ~ ~

~~~
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APPENDIXG
DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE

PERSONAL AND DEMOGRAPIDC FORM

DJt[Dt[D

Gender

Birthday

OMalc
O Femalc

Ethnidty (All that apply):

0 Hispanic

0 Native American

0 Asian

0 Pacific Islander

0 African American

0 Caucasian

0 Other
(Specify)

Speclal Edueatioo:

Curreot Grade ill School (Choose One):
0 Fifth

0 Fourth

0 Sixth

OYcs

ONo

ODon't Know

(If yes. check all that apply)

DlsabiUty:

0 Yes

0 No

0 Don't KDow

0 Learning Disability
0 Emotional Disability

lfycs:

Permanent

0 Yes

Severity

0 Mild

0 Mental Retaldatjon

ONo
0 Moderale

0 Severe

0 Gifted
0 Other (Specify)

Uvin& Arrangearentt:

Past 30 days; all that apply:

0

Two biological parents

0 Detention Center

0 Motbct only

OGroupHomc

0 Mother and adult male

0 Penal Institution

0 Father only

0 Psychialric Hospital

0 Father and adult female

OFOSU%Rome
0 Otb«(S-)

I
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Child's Full N a m e : - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Has he ever repeated a grade? (Circle one)

NO

ONCE

MORE THAN ONCE

If yes, what grade was he retained?

Respondent's N a m e : - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Age:

------

Ad~=--------------------------------------------------

PhoneNwmber. _________________________________

Respondent's Relationship to TC (Enter nmnber from below):

D

1=Birth Parent
2=Stepparent
3=Adoptive Parent
4=0ther Relative----------5=Poster Parent
6=Friend of Parent
7=Grandparent
8=Sibling
_____ _________
~er

Natural Father's N a m e : - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Age _ _ __
_ _______________________________________________

Ad~:

Phone Number: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Natural Mother's Name! ___ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Age _ _ __

Ad~=--------------------------------------------------~

PhoneNurriDer. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___
What age did the TC'.s biological mother give birth?

rn

1. Has TC received treatment for emotional or behavioral difficulties?

0 No

O Yes

2. Is your child receiving medication to control behavior or attention?

0 No

OYes
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If yes, ask what type of medication?
(Enter number from below.)

D

O=NoMeds.

4=Lithium

1=Rita.lin!Qexedrine

5= Other (Specify):--------

2= Anti-depressantsllmiprimine. Zoloft, Prozac

6= Multiple Meds. (Specify which ones):

.

3= Anti-psychotics/Mellaril, Thorazine, Haldol

3. What is your marital status? (Enter number from below.)

Manied•l; SinglC""2; Divorced=3; Widowed-4;

I

D

Separated-5~

Co-habitating=6

I

4. If the respondent is married or involved in a significant relationship with someone living in the home, how long
have they been married or living together?

5. Are you receiving any form of government assistance (i.e., AFDC, SSI)?

6. What is the yearly income level? (Enter number from below.)

NO

YES

OJ

O=Eams no income/dependent on welfare
l=Eams less than $10,000
2•$10,000- $14,999
3=$15,000- $19,999
4=$20,000- $24,999
5=$25,000 - $29,000
6-$30,000- $34,999
7•$35,000- $39,999
s.-s40,000 - $49,999
9-$50,000-$59,999

1()-$60,000- $74,999
11 =$75,000 - $99,999
12.,Eams $100,000 or more
Someone who ean always reaeh you:
Name: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ __ __ _ _ __ __

Ad~:-----------------------------------PhoneNum~-----------------------------
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7. Please list the adults in the household, fill in the corresponding number of their realtionship to TC, their
occupation, and their highest grade completed in school. (Include respondent and/or other adult(s) in the bouse even
if not employed.)
(Please write number from relationship scale below in box provided.)
Relationship ~e:
8=Stepfather

!=Mother
2=Father

9=Foster Parent/Adoptive

lO=FriendofFamily

3:Grandmother
4=0randfather

ll=Sibling

12=Cousin
13-=Significant Other

5•Aunt

6aUncle
?=Stepmother

Name

l~er

Relationsbi
toTC

"

__________________

Occupation (Specify)

HJgbest Grade In School
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